COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

INQUIRY INTO THE PROVISION AND )
REGULATION OF CELLULAR MOBILE ) ADMINISTRATIVE
TELEPHONE SERVICE IN KENTUCKY ) CASE NO. 344

O R D E R

This matter arising upon separate petitions of Appalachian
Cellular General Partnership ("Appalachian Cellular") £filed
December 18, 1992; Alpha Cellular Telephone Company ("Alpha
Cellular"), BellSouth Mobility, 1Inc., Kentucky CGSA, Inc.,
Lexington MSA Limited Partnership, and Nashville/Clarksville MSA
Limited Partnership (collectively "BellSouth Mobility"), Contel
Cellular of Louisville, Inc., Central Kentucky Cellular Telephone
Company, Cumberland Cellular Telephone Company, Evansville MSA
Limited ©Partnership, and Kentucky RSA No. 1 Partnership
{collectively "Contel Cellular"), Danbury Cellular Telephone
Company ("Danbury Cellular"), Evansville Cellular Telephone Company
and United States Cellular Operating Company of Evansville
(collectively "Evansville Cellular"), First Kentucky Cellular Corp.
{("First Kentucky Cellular"), Mo-Tel Cellular, Inc. ("Mo-Tel
Cellular"), Scuthern Qhio Telephone Company ("SOTCo"), and West
Virginia Cellular Telephone Corp. ("West Virginia Cellular")} filed
January 8, 1993; and Mountaineer Cellular General Partnership
("Mountaineer Cellular”) filed January 11, 1993 for confidential

protection of certain responses to the Commission's Order of



October 9, 1992 on the grounds that disclosure of the information
is likely to cause the petitioners competitive injury, and it
appearing to this Commission as follows:

By Order of October 9, 1992, the petitioners were directed to
furnish certain information relative to the mattera under inguiry
in this proceeding. In responding to the Order, each of the
petitioners has requested that some of its responses be protected
as confidential on the grounds that disclosure of the information
is likely to cause substantial competitive injury. The responses
for which confidential protection has been petitioned are Items 4,
7, 8, 9, 10, 14, 16, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 2S5. Each of the
petitioners has requested confidential protection of some, but not
all, of its responses to those items.

The cellular telephone market is divided into rural and
metropolitan service areas. To ensure competition in each service
area, two cellular carriers are authorized to provide service in
each area. In addition to competing with each other, the two
cellular carriers must also compete with other providers of
telecommunications services such as cellular resellers,
conventional mobile telephone services, paging services, dispatch
services, long-distance services, and the local exchange company.
Therefore, any information derived from the petitioners' private
records which would serve to assist their competitors in competing

against the petitioners is entitled to protection under the

statute.



The responses to Item 4 contaln price-out information for the
petitioners' tariffed service offerings and the responses to Item
9 contain complete prico-out information for the patitioners' non-
tariffed service offorings. The information provides the total
revenues derived from the sorvice offerings, the total number of
subscribers to the service offerings, and average monthly revenuas,
The information 1s very general and is not likely to assist
competitors in analyzing the petitioners' service plans or markets.
Therefore, the information is not entitled to protection as
confidential.

The responses to Item 7 provide a list and brief description
of all non-tariffed service offerings and prices charged to the
public. The responses to Item 8 provide a comparison of the
companies' non-tariffed service offerings and prices with those of
their cellular competitors. Thls same information can be obtained
by "shopping" the companies' retail outlets, or normal competitive
activity, or simply requesting it from the companies' usaleos
personnel or sales agents. Therefore, this information Is publicly
available and not entitled to protection as confidentiail.

Item 10 requesto the petitlioners to state whether they uge
sales agents to market thelr services and, if so, to describe in
detail the contractual and compensation arrangements with those
agents. Cellular companies use a variety of sales agents to markat
their services. 1In some instances, agents specialize in cellular
equipment, others sell all types of telecommunications equipment,
and others offer a broad line of products., Agents may include
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automoblile dealerships and department stores, as well as retallers
of telephone equipment, and the contractual arrangements under
which they operate vary from company to company and agent to agent.
Cellular companies compete with each other for productive agents
and disclosure of this information would assist competitors in
enticing productive agents to their companies and detrimentally
affect the petitioners' ability to compete. Therefore, the
information has competitive value and sghould be protected as
confidential.

Item 14 requests petitioners to provide a list of all their
sales agents, including thelr names, addresses, and telephone
numbers, Since cellular companies rely on such agents to sell
thelr services, it is unlikely that this information would be
withheld from the public as confidential by them. Therefore, the
information is not entitled to protection as confidential.

Item 16 requests in part that the petitioners describe in
detall the manner in which their direct sales forces market the
companies' services. In thelir responses, the petitioners generally
described the activities normally associated with the sale of their
gservices. The descriptions provided are too general in nature to
have any competitive value and are not entitled to protection as
confidentiel.

The responses to Item 23 provide a map of each petitioners'
service area showing all cell site locations and their coverage of

the service area. This information is avallable from public



records and, therefore, {8 not entitled to protection aa
confidential,

The responses to Item 24 provide a schematic diagram of each
of the petitioners' service configurations, including the methods
of interconnection with local exchange carriers, Although this
information reveals the methods chosen to route facilitlies, as well
as the type and location of interconnecticon to the land line
network, no competitive value has been shown by its disclosure.
Therefore, confidential protection of the information should be
denied.

The responses to Item 25 provide a best estimate of the
maximum number of access numbers each of the petitioners can
service and the maximum number of simultaneous calls the
petitioners' switches can process, Thia information reveals the
strength and capabilities of each of the cellular companies to
market their services in the service area in which they are
authorized to operate. Competitors could use this information to
determine areas of weak coverage and direct their marketing effortse
and construction program to take advantage of these weaknesges.
Therefore, this information has competitive value and should be
protected as conflidential.

Item 26 requests the petitioners to identify the market
segments they market for their service and to describe the
company's marketing rationale. 1It is contended that discleosure of
this information will assist competitors in designing counter
strategies and in emulating Bsuccessful strategies. However,
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succesnaful narketing strategies quigkly pecame evideat to
competitors through obhservatison, and tie isformetion, therefore,
has no substantial competitive valoe.

The responses (& Iidli 2/ provide s atalysis ©f <ach
company's average mionthly Bills By will somporent, Mhe information
provided is too genersl t& bBe of assistanse to sonpetiteors and,
therafore, confidential proftastion of dhe information should be
denied,

The responses to Itém 29 provide a hest estimete of each
company's market and its penetration if its service ares, i.€. what
proportion of all potential SustdHers afe ferves By the companies.
Competitors could use this inforfiwtion ¢ seterfine what markets of
the petitioners areé thé riost Iogrative in Sevising their own
marketing strategies, MHerefore, this informetion has competitiye
value and should be protesiad a4 confidential,

This Commission beifg stlerwise swifigiently advised,

IT IS ORDERED that:

1, Appalachian Cerlvigar's petidion £or confidential
protection of its respondges ¢ Items 1, 25, and 29 ©f the
Commigssion's Ordér of OGtSHBer 9, 1992 b add is hereby granted.

Z. Alpha Céllular's ré&gquest for sonfigential protection of
ites responses to Itetis 7% and 29 ¢ somdaidesd in Brbibics 19 and 13
of its responses to thé& CHHiisSion's Order of Gotober 9, 1992 be
and is hereby grantéd.

3. The peatitison of Bellsowth Mawilidy £or sonfidential
protection of its résponses ¢o Itais 29 ad 29 a5 contained in
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Exhibit I to its responses to the Commiassion's Order of October 9,
1992 be and is hereby granted,

4. The petition of Contel Cellular for confidential
protection of its responses to Items 10, 25, and 29 to the
Commigeion's Order of Cctober 9, 1992 be and is hereby granted,

5. The petition of Danbury Cellular to protect as
confidential its responses to Item 29 as contained Exhibit L to its
responses to the Commisslion's Order of October 9, 1992 be and is
hereby granted.

6. The petition of Evansville Cellular for conflidential
protection of its responses to Items 25 and 29 as contained in
Exhibits 8 and 12 to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 bhe
and is hereby granted.

7. The petition of First Kentucky Cellular to protect as
confidential its responses to Items 25 and 29 as contained in
Exhibits G and J to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be
and is hereby granted.

8. The petition of Mo-Tel Cellular to protect as
confidential its responses to Items 25 and 29 as contained in
Exhibits 10 and 14 to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be
and is hereby granted.

9. The petition 0of S0TCo to protect as confidential its
regsponses to Items 25 and 29 to the Commission's Order of October
9, 1992 be and is hereby granted,

10. The petition of West Virginia Cellular to protect as
confidential its responses to Item 29 as contained in Attachment 12
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to its responses to the Commission's Order of October 9, 1992 be
and 1s hereby granted.

11, The petition of Mountaineer Cellular to protect as
confidential its responses to Item 29 to the Commission's Order of
October 9, 1992 be and is hereby granted.

12, All other Iinformation for which petitioners have
requested confldential protection shall be hoeld and retained by
this Commission as confidential and shall not be open for public
inspection for a parlod of 20 days from the date of this Order, at
the expiration of which it ahall be placed in the public record,

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 25th day of June, 1993,

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMIBSSION

A /(/

airman

ATTEST:

I o M A2

Executlve Dlrector




